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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claim6 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 6 recites 
"communicatiing" on line 2 of the Claim, which is misspelled. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 19-22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Barnhill 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,128,608). 

In regard to Claim 19, Barnhill teaches: (a) a first computer terminal (Column 18, lines 2- 
24) permitting an originator to enter problem data describing a problem to be solved (Figure 1 , 
item 102), said data including verification criteria (Figure 1, item 1 14, and associated text) and 
comparison criteria (Figure 3, item 312, and associated text) and to transmit said problem data. 

In regard to Claim 20, Barnhill teaches a software tool to verify said result against said 
verification data (Column 8, lines 56-67). 
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In regard to Claim 21 , Barnhill teaches ranking more than one problem solution based on 
said comparison criteria (Column 12, lines 3-12). 

In regard to Claim 22, Claim 22 contains limitations that have already been addressed in 
the rejection of Claim 19, and Claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 19. 

In regard to Claim 24, Claim 24 is a medium Claim that corresponds with system Claim 
19, and Claim 24 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 19, where Barnhill teaches a medium 
for said system of Claim 19 (Figure 12). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 US.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Makiyama et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,987,181) in view of Leprince et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,911,074). 

In regard to Claim 1, Makiyama teaches: (a) inputting problem data into at least one 
preselected vendor's set of software tools (Column 29, lines 62-65); (b) if more than one vendor 
has been preselected, comparing resultant solutions and selecting the optimum solution based on 
a criteria provided in said provided data (Column 10, lines 25-37). Makiyama does not teach 
selectively converting problem data into a format appropriate for at least one preselected 
vendor's set of software tools. Leprince, however, does teach converting input data into a format 
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suitable for a certain tool (Column 1, lines 57-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform the method of inputting 
problem data into at least one preselected vendor's set of software tools, where if more than one 
vendor has been preselected, comparing resultant solutions and selecting the optimum solution 
based on a criteria provided in said provided data, as taught by Makiyama, further selectively 
converting problem data into a format appropriate for at least one preselected vendor's set of 
software tools, as taught by Leprince, since this allows the tool to process the data in the 
necessary format. 

In regard to Claim 10, Makiyama teaches: (a) means for exercising a problem description 
on a plurality of vendors' software tool packages (Column 29, lines 62-65); and (b) means for 
ranking the results of a plurality of vendor's software tool packages (Abstract, lines 12-18). 
Makiyama does not teach converting a problem description into a format suitable for tools for a 
plurality of vendors. Leprince, however, does teach converting input data into a format suitable 
for a certain tool (Column 1, lines 57-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to build a system with means for exercising a 
problem description on a plurality of vendors' software tool packages and means for ranking the 
results of a plurality of vendor's software tool packages, as taught by Makiyama, where the 
system further performs converting a problem description into a format suitable for tools for a 
plurality of vendors, as taught by Leprince, since this allows the tool to process the data in the 
necessary format. 
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6. Claims 2-7 and 1 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Makiyama et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,987,181) in view of Leprince et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,91 1,074) and further in view of Boiling et al (U.S. Patent Number 4,967,368). 

In regard to Claim 2, Makiyama and Leprince teach the method of Claim 1, but do not 
specifically teach receiving said problem data from a decision maker. Boiling, however, does 
teach receiving problem data from a user needing a solution (Column 2, lines 1-2). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform 
the method of Claim 1, where problem data is received from a decision maker, as taught by 
Boiling, since the decision maker has information about the problem that needs to be solved by a 
software tool. 

In regard to Claim 3, Makiyama teaches a network connection that connects a coding 
apparatus, which transmits input data to be decoded by a decoding apparatus along with a 
decoding tool (Figure 16). 

In regard to Claim 4, Makiyama and Leprince teach the method of Claim 1 , but do not 
specifically teach forwarding a result to a decision maker. Boiling, however, does teach 
transmitting a result from an expert system to a user based on problem data (Column 2, lines 11- 
16). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to perform the method of Claim 1, where a result is forwarded to the decision maker, 
as taught by Boiling, since this allows the decision maker to obtain a solution to their inputted 
problem. 
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In regard to Claim 5, Boiling teaches that the result comprises the resultant solutions 
from at least one vendor's set of software tools Column 2, lines 11-16), where the solution 
comprises an optimum solution, as taught by Makiyama (Column 10, lines 25-37). 

In regard to Claim 6, Makiyama teaches a network connection that connects a coding 
apparatus with a decoding apparatus, which equates to a decision maker and a software tool 
(Figure 16). 

In regard to Claim 7, Makiyama teaches a coding/decoding system which comprises a 
variety of tool packages and provides an optimized solution, thus acting as a single solutions 
provider (Column 10, lines 25-37). 

In regard to Claim 13, Boiling teaches that the result comprises the resultant solutions 
from at least one vendor's set of software tools Column 2, lines 11-16), where the solution 
comprises an optimum solution, as taught by Makiyama (Column 10, lines 25-37), as well as 
ranking results (Figure 19). 

In regard to Claims 11, 14, 12, 15, and 16, these Claims are system Claims that 
correspond with method Claims 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7, respectively, and the Claims are rejected for the 
same reasons as Claims 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7, respectively, where Makiyama teaches a system for 
carrying out said method of Claims 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 (Figure 1 1). 
7. Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Makiyama et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,987,181) in view of Leprince et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,91 1,074) and further in view of Boiling et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,967,368) and Haught et 
al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,584,467). 
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In regard to Claim 8, Makiyama, Leprince, and Boiling teach the method of Claim 2, but 
do not teach sending problem data to a plurality of vendors, each of which exercises said 
problem data in said vendor's software tool package. Haught, however, does teach sending 
problem data to information vendors to exercise the data (Figure 3, item 310). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to perform 
the method of Claim 2, where the method further includes sending problem data to a plurality of 
vendors, each of which exercises said problem data in said vendor's software tool package, as 
taught by Haught, since this allows vendors to provide vendor-specific information to a user, 
without the need for the user to have the tool installed locally. 

In regard to Claim 17, this Claim is a system Claims that corresponds with method Claim 
17 and the Claim is rejected for the same reason as Claim 8, where Makiyama teaches a system 
for carrying out said method of Claim 8 (Figure 11). 

8. Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Makiyama et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,987,181) in view of Leprince et al. (U.S. Patent Number 
5,91 1,074) and further in view of Boiling et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,967,368), Haught et al. 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,584,467), and Barnhill (U.S. Patent Number 6,128,608). 

In regard to Claim 9, Makiyama, Leprince, Boiling, and Haught teach the method of 
Claim 8, but do not explicitly teach forwarding a solution to a predestinated solutions provider 
who determines, based on said criteria, an optimal solution from the plurality of solutions. 
Barnhill, however, teaches determining an optimal solution from a set of solutions (Column 20, 
lines 30-36). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to perform the method of Claim 8, further forwarding a solution to a 
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predestinated solutions provider who determines, based on said criteria, an optimal solution from 
the plurality of solutions, as taught by Barnhill, since this allows an optimal tool to be recognized 
and used for other solutions. 

In regard to Claim 18, this Claim is a system Claims that corresponds with method Claim 
9 and the Claim is rejected for the same reason as Claim 9, where Makiyama teaches a system 
for carrying out said method of Claim 8 (Figure 11). 

9. Claims 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barnhill 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,128,608) in view of Leprince et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,91 1,074). 

In regard to Claim 23, Barnhill teaches an oversight module exercising said problem 
description on a plurality of vendor software package tools (Column 19, lines 22-25) and a 
ranker module for sorting and ranking results of said plurality of vendor's software packages 
(Column 12, lines 3-12). Barnhill does not teach a converter providing a problem description a 
format suitable for a software tool package for a plurality of predetermined vendors. Leprince, 
however, does teach converting input data into a format suitable for a certain tool (Column 1 , 
lines 57-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to build a system comprising an oversight module exercising said problem 
description on a plurality of vendor software package tools and a ranker module for sorting and 
ranking results of said plurality of vendor's software packages, as taught by Barnhill, further 
comprising a converter providing a problem description a format suitable for a software tool 
package for a plurality of predetermined vendors, as taught by Leprince, since this allows the 
tool to process the data in the necessary format. 
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In regard to Claim 25, Claim 25 is a medium Claim that corresponds with system Claim 
23, and Claim 25 is rejected for the same reasons as Claim 23, where Barnhill teaches a medium 
for said system of Claim 23 (Figure 12). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth A Gross whose telephone number is (703) 305-0542. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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